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1. Introduction

Joanna Channell (1994: 1), a researcher and writer on applied linguistics, once wrote:
People have different beliefs about language. One of them is that 'good’ usage involves
(among other things) clarity and precision. Hence, it is believed that vagueness,

ambiguity, imprecision, and general woolliness are to be avoided.

However, natural communication proves the contrary. Quite often, for different
reasons, we tend not to reveal our real intentions; sometimes what we actually say is
not what we mean. There are cases when it is far better to achieve our communicative
goals by being not totally explicit. To achieve his communicative intention, the speaker
has to choose one of a range of different language and speech means we have at our
disposal. Among them, there are discourse markers of a special nature presented in
language as function words. In this article, we define them as pragmatic markers
because we are going to prove that in dialogical discourse they are able to reveal
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various explicit and implicit pragmatic meanings and accordingly perform numerous
pragmatic functions. It should be noted in this respect that meaning is understood in
this article as it is defined by Channell — a broad term indicating all the propositions,

which a listener can reasonably derive, taking into account contextual and background

knowledge (1994: 24).

The aim of this paper is to suggest the mechanism of selecting and investigating the
pragmatic potential of a group of small language units serving in speech as pragmatic
markers. The material subjected to analysis presents a selection of dialogical
fragments taken from novels by contemporary English and American writers. The
criterion of the selection was the presence of pragmatic markers under analysis in the
dialogical discourse fragments. In the process of the research the following methods
were applied: some elements of componential analysis, speech act analysis, and
discourse analysis. Componential analysis was used in order to reveal semantic and
additional pragmatic components of the pragmatic markers under investigation. The
application of speech act analysis made it possible to investigate the illocutionary
potential of the pragmatic markers. And finally, discourse analysis allowed us to
introduce communicative strategies and tactics where the pragmatic markers in

question are used as important components of speech interaction.

Before I go further into my investigation of pragmatic markers, the general notion of
discourse markers should be highlighted. Discourse markers are fairly defined in
linguistics as "mystery words" (Brinton 2003: 152) or "mystery particles" (Longacre
1976: 468). According to Longacre, mystery particles almost inevitably "have a
function, which relates to a unit larger than the sentence, i.e. to the paragraph and the
discourse" (1976: 468). Their mysterious nature can be explained by the fact that they
lack referential meaning and their scope of action is hard to define, especially for non-
native speakers of English, who learn English as a foreign language, while competent
native speakers do not have to seek laboriously for the contextual meaning of a word,

phrase or sentence because it is obvious for them (Stubbs 1983: 4).
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English discourse markers present quite a numerous group of function words belonging
to different grammatical classes. The groundwork for studying discourse markers was
laid by Schiffrin (1996). She, in fact, introduced the notion of discourse markers and
defined them as sequentially dependent elements that bracket units of talk and
considered them as a set of linguistic expressions that comprised members of such
varied word classes as conjunctions (because, and, but, or), interjections (o), adverbs
(now, then), and lexicalized phrases (y'know, I mean). Her main conclusion was that
these markers could work at different levels of discourse to connect utterances across
different planes (Schiffrin 1996: 312; Schiffrin 2003: 54-75). A decade later Blakemore
classified as discourse markers some utterance initial units like so, well, still, after all
defining the role these expressions play as marking, signaling or indicating how one
unit of discourse is connected to another (Blakemore 2003: 113). Frazer sees discourse
markers as serving an integrative function in discourse, contributing to discourse
coherence, he defines them as 'discourse glue' and provides their pragmatic
classification; his list of discourse markers comprises about 30 lexical items belonging
to different classes of words (Frazer 1993: 1-16). Viewed traditionally, discourse
markers are considered to be of indeterminable word class and uncertain meaning
(Brinton 2003: 141). Vlasyan defines discourse markers as important means of

coherence and cohesion, which are necessary for successful communication (2011:

115).

All language analysts mentioned above agree upon the fact that the main function of
discourse markers is to provide cohesive ties within discourse fragments. In this article,
we will try to show that cohesive function is not the only one, and by far not the most
important one that these small language units can perform. To set the units under
analysis apart from traditional discourse markers (see above) we define them as
pragmatic markers. In addition to cohesive function, pragmatic markers can indicate
the relevance of the information provided; besides, they are important means for
realizing indirect speech acts and indirect discourse strategies. Below, we provide our

definition of pragmatic markers that differs from the definition provided by Frazer,
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who analyzes commentary pragmatic markers and defines them as "linguistically
encoded clues, which signal the speaker's potential communicative intentions" (1996:
168). Pragmatic markers are defined by us as non-referential language units that
perform not only the role of providing discourse cohesion but also serve as the speaker's
means of either introducing some implicit semantic and pragmatic information or
indicating the relevance of the information flow and topics shift in interaction. A topic
in this case is understood as a coherent aggregate of thoughts introduced by some
participant in a conversation, developed either by that participant or another or by
several participants jointly, and then either explicitly closed or allowed to peter out

(Chafe 2003: 674).

Using componential analysis and the procedure of correlation, we came up with a list
of special English pragmatic markers that play a significant role in the communication
process and are united by the same invariant implicit semantics of contrast. In addition
to performing cohesive functions, they convey implicit information, not only semantic
but also pragmatic. Dialogical discourse was chosen as the object of our investigation
because it perfectly demonstrates all the interactive characteristics and functional

peculiarities of the pragmatic markers under analysis.

2. Classification of pragmatic markers of English in accordance with their
correlative functions

There is still no acceptable classification of words into parts of speech. The most
striking example here is the class of adverbs. Language analyst Palmer (1978: 60), for
example, characterizes the class of adverbs in the following way: The adverb in
particular is the most peculiar class. It is quite clearly 'a rag bag' or 'dustbin’; the class

into which words that do not seem to belong elsewhere are placed.

Let us take, for instance, the words that belong to the class of adverbs: again, already,
still, and yet. What part of speech can these words really belong to? We will start with

again. Traditionally, it is described as an adverb. So if this is the case, it should possess
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the features of the lexical-grammatical class of adverbs. First of all, adverbs are
notional words; it means that they refer to something in the objective reality. However,
it 1s impossible to think of the objective referent of the word again. Notional words
perform certain syntactic functions in the sentence. What syntactic function does our
unit in question perform in the sentence He took my dictionary again? 1f it is an
adverbial modifier of frequency or time, it would answer the question sow often? or
when? That, however, is not the case. The same goes for words like already, still, yet,
etc. The examples are numerous, and at least one thing is clear enough: those words

are anything but adverbs.

McGregor (2014: 83) when dealing with the ways word classes should be classified

noted:

But in modern linguistics grammatical behaviour is of primary consideration, although meaning
does play a role, and serves as the basis for labelling the classes. The idea is, on the one hand, that
not all words show the same grammatical behaviour, and, on the other, there are sufficient
commonalities among some groups of words to allow us to make generalizations about them.

Therefore, the grammatical behaviour of a unit is of primary importance for
introducing word classes and any investigation of the pragmatic markers would be
impossible without an attempt to find a proper place for these units within a parts-of-

speech system.

Traditionally, the following classes of function words are commonly recognized:
articles, prepositions, particles, conjunctions, modal words, interjections. While
articles, prepositions, and interjections can be easily defined within the system of
function words, the situation with particles, conjunctions, and modal words is not so
obvious. In order to decide what function words can be defined as particles,
conjunctions or modal words, we first need to work out the criteria for such
classification. The reason we selected only those three classes of function words for a

detailed study is their special place within the system of parts-of-speech. However, in
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speech, they are discourse markers and their most important functions are revealed at
the discourse level. It should also be mentioned that a proper use of discourse markers
in speech is a serious challenge to those students who study English as a foreign
language, and whose native language is either Ukrainian or Russian. Really, how can
they use them if they do not know their meaning and their functions in speech? Due to
the fact that these "lexical items" are devoid of nominative power, their meaning is by
no means referential. The semantic meaning they possess is defective. It is only
revealed when discourse fragments are correlated. It is really hard to teach a student
how and when he should use these words as they lack referential meaning, and their
scope of inherent semantic meanings and pragmatic specifications for usage are
difficult to define. The meanings of those units are embedded in their grammatical
behavior, in our case — textual functions. Therefore, to come up with a detailed
classification, we will have to look for their common textual features and correlative
peculiarities. It should be noted in this respect that so far we stick to the term "textual"

as any formal classification belongs to the sphere of "language".

As a starting point, let us compare three sentences.
1. It is warm today but it will be cold tomorrow.
2. Itis warm today and it will be cold tomorrow.

3. Itis warm today even if it is cold tomorrow.

While the sentences contain identical propositions, the use of different connectors —
but, and, even if — locates them in different situational frames. One event is made
foreground (prominent), while the other serves as background. By saying (1), the
speaker expects an emotional reaction from the hearer about tomorrow. In the second
sentence both events (propositions) are equally highlighted. The third sentence reveals
the speaker's intention to make the hearer focus his attention on the first proposition.

In other words, the first proposition is made foreground.
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The conclusion is that the use of different connectors allows the speaker to focus the
hearer's attention on different aspects of the same proposition. Therefore, the
connectors, even the most primitive ones, possess some special 'defective' semantics,
even though they are devoid of an ordinary referential power. Their semantics is
procedural because it is revealed in the process of correlating propositions. To reveal
the meaning of other discourse connectors and to work out their classification, it will
be helpful to resort to the identical logical operation of correlating sentences. Let us
compare three sentences:

1. After all, Mary is here.

2. On the other hand, Mary is here.

3. Hopefully, Mary is here.

The language units after all, on the other hand, and hopefully are function words.
However, within the scope of procedural semantics these items are fundamentally
different. In the first sentence the unit after all correlates this sentence with the implicit
proposition Mary was not expected to be here. In the second example the unit on the
other hand introduces another proposition: something that was "on the one hand" by
means of correlation. The second proposition, piece of information, is always presented
in the preceding text explicitly. And finally, in the third case hopefully does not possess

a correlative function as it refers only to the attached sentence.

Correlation or the absence of correlation is crucial for our investigation as it served the
grounds for distinguishing different groups of function words in the English language.
All these units perform the function of discourse markers in speech but any
classification is a language phenomenon. In accordance with the functions performed
at the discourse level, all language units under analysis fall into three groups: (1)
Particles, (2) Conjunctions and conjunctive units, (3) Modal words and parenthetic

expressions.
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Function words defined by us as particles have the ability to correlate two pieces of
information. They bring together two sentences (propositions) within the same text,
and what is important, one of those sentences (propositions) is usually implicit, that is,

it is not actually present in the text.

Function words defined by us as conjunctions and conjunctive units connect two
explicit pieces of information within the same text. They provide logical connection
bringing the constituents of the text together, turning it into a single unit and thus

making it coherent.

By contrast, language units defined by us as modal words and parenthetic
expressions refer only to their respective sentences. They have absolutely no
connection with the text as a whole. Their most evident function is to provide the

speaker's evaluation of the event described by the sentence.

The Table below presents three classes of function words, pragmatic markers, with a
short description of their textual functions. Listed in the third column are examples of

language units belonging to the corresponding class.

Table 1. Classification of function words in accordance with their

correlative textual functions

FUNCTION WORD TEXTUAL FUNCTION EXAMPLES OF
GROUP LANGUAGE UNITS

- Only, even, at last,
Correlate two propositions —
PARTICLES . o again, after all, still,
explicit and implicit
so far, anyway

CONJUNCTIONS AND Correlate explicit Finally, therefore, besides,
CONJUNCTIVE UNITS propositions on the other hand
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MODAL WORDS AND Do not correlate anything. Hopefully, possibly,
PARENTHETIC Are attached only to one foolishly, luckily, evidently
EXPRESSIONS proposition

In this article, I am going to focus on the study of pragmatic markers belonging to the
particles group, as these units are the bearers of the implicit meaning that is revealed
only by means of correlation. At the same time, they are communicatively significant

items of speech that call for rigorous linguistic analysis.

3. General characteristics and classification of particles as pragmatic markers
The general semantic meaning of pragmatic markers belonging to the group of particles
is revealed at the discourse level and is based on their textual function. The main
function of the group of particles is to correlate two pieces of information within the
same text. The most important thing here is that one piece of information is expressed
by the sentence to which it is attached, while the other proposition is expressed
implicitly. In order to understand how particles work and provide their classification
let us consider the following examples:

1. Only John phoned Mary today.
2. John only phoned Mary today.
3. John phoned only Mary today.
4. John phoned Mary only today.

It seems that the most evident function of only is to introduce the rheme of the
utterance. However, if we drop this particle, the sentence structure will remain
grammatically correct. At the same time, the rheme can be marked out by intonation
or special grammatical devices. To our consideration, identifying the rheme here is
definitely not the main function of this particle. What it really does is introducing some
implicit information by correlating two propositions. The first proposition is presented
explicitly while the second one is implicit. Shifting the position of only leads to a

different implicit proposition each time:
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1. Nobody else phoned Mary today.

2. John did nothing else to Mary.

3. John phoned Mary but nobody else.

4. John phoned Mary today but not any other time.

Therefore, it is obvious that the main function of only here is to create some additional,
implicit information. In fact, all particles add additional semantics to the text even

though it becomes clear only at the level higher than a sentence.

It is important to recognize the unique ability of particles to operate at two language
levels. In a sentence, particles are attached to the rhematic words thus marking the new
information. At the text level, particles bring together explicit and implicit
propositions, which results in additional information. According to Rusko (2011: 199),

the semantics of particles is directly related to the phenomenon of implicit meaning.

Replacing one particle with another will result in different implicit information. Let us
try using even instead of only: Even John phoned Mary today. The particle adds the
following implicit meaning to the utterance: Everybody (and John) phoned Mary today.
As we can see, the functions of the particles only and even are completely different.

While only restricts the group of those who phoned Mary, even expands it.

It follows that particles are devoid of inherent, self-embedded meaning. What they do
have appears when the meanings of two propositions (one explicit and the other
implicit) are correlated. Because this phenomenon takes place on the higher, super
syntactical level, we opted for the term discourse meaning of particles. The
classification of particles we are about to offer is based on their discourse meanings.

However, we would like you to look at two more examples first.

1. John is here already.

2. John is here again.
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Both sentences contain some implicit information. However, in the first case the
implicit information (John was not here before) is contrasted to the explicit
proposition while in the second case the implicit information is added. If we look at
the functions of any particle from our list, we will clearly see that it is used either for
contrast or addition. Correspondingly, depending on what exactly this particular unit
does, all particles fall into contrastive and additive. The subdivision of particles is
based on the additional meanings they bring to the text. Contrastive particles fall into
temporal, concessive, restrictive-exclusive and restrictive-particularizing. In
connection with this it should be noted that the terms "restrictive-exclusive" and
"restrictive-particularizing" were taken from "A University English Grammar"
by Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech & Svartvick (1982: 103). However, a correction needs to
be made. The authors of the book mentioned above did not study the discourse
functions of particles. Instead, they referred them to the group of adverbs functioning
as focusing adjuncts. Therefore, the units are the same, even though we added more
items with identical textual meanings. A detailed classification of all items defined by
me as particles (Volkova 2012: 58) is given below. It should be mentioned in this
respect that language units of each category were selected in accordance with the

procedure of formal correlation and present a group with a limited number of language

units.
Table 2. Classification of particles as pragmatic markers in accordance with their
correlative functions in discourse
CATEGORY CORRELATIVE
LANGUAGE
FUNCTION IN
UNITS
DISCOURSE
Introduce implicit information Again, also, as well,
ADDITIVE PARTICLES )
by means of adding else, even, too
Already, at last, any
CONTRASTIVE Introduce implicit temporal
. (no) longer, any (no)
TEMPORAL PARTICLES | change by means of contrasting .

more, so far, still, yet
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Actually, after all,
. ' anyhow, anyway, in
CONTRASTIVE Introduce implicit concession by
' fact, really, at any rate,
CONCESSIVE PARTICLES means of contrasting . .
In any event, 1n any
case
CONTRASTIVE Introduce implicit contrastive | alone, at least, barely,
RESTRICTIVE- restriction by means of but, exclusively, just,
EXCLUSIVE PARTICLES excluding only, merely, purely
Chiefly, especially, in
CONTRASTIVE S . .
Introduce implicit contrastive | particular, largely,
RESTRICTIVE- o .
restriction by means of mainly, mostly,
PARTICULARIZING i S S
articularizin articularly, primarily,
PARTICLES P s P o ¥ P Y
principally

In addition to the correlative (discourse) meaning, all particles are bearers of a certain
pragmatic meaning. While the semantic meaning is inherent in the semantic structure
of the particle and becomes evident by means of correlation, the pragmatic meaning is
added to the inherent semantic meaning and appears only in the context. For example,
in the utterance Even John phoned Mary today, even could express either negative or
positive evaluation of the fact. It can be a reproach or an indirect inducement to phone
Mary after all. Due to the fact that pragmatic meanings are individual and context
dependent, they cannot be characterized as invariant. The pragmatic potential of
particles as pragmatic markers in dialogical discourse will be a special focus in this

article.

Additive particles (again, also, as well, else, even, too) do not present any difficulty
for our learners of English as they have direct equivalents in the Ukrainian and Russian
languages. Accordingly, we will not discuss them in this article. Analogously, two
groups — restrictive-exclusive (alone, at least, barely, but, exclusively, just, only,
merely, purely) and restrictive-particularizing (chiefly, especially, in particular,

largely, mainly, mostly, particularly, primarily, principally) are not considered our
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objective for the same simple reason their scope of use is mostly identical in the

English, Ukrainian, and Russian languages.

The central premise of the study of particles as pragmatic markers will become the
semantic and pragmatic peculiarities of temporal and concessive particles because
these two groups comprise multifunctional units frequently used in natural
communication. Moreover, the majority of these mysterious pragmatic markers present
a real stumbling block for the English language learners, especially those whose native

languages are Ukrainian and Russian.

4. Temporal particles as pragmatic markers

Temporal particles include seven units: already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no)
longer, and any (no) more. The basis for treating them together is the fact that all of
them possess the invariant semantic meaning of a temporal change. They always
imply that the state of things was different before or will be different in the future. This
meaning is inherent in their semantic structure and it is invariant for all these units.
Individual semantic meanings of temporal particles and the paradigmatic relations
between them are shown in the table below. It should be mentioned, however, that it
would be wrong to treat them as synonyms only on the basis of their apparently similar
semantics. The truth is that all of them possess different additional semantic meanings
as well as pragmatic components. The pragmatic components introduce subjective
context-dependable information. Correlative implicit semantics of temporal particles

is presented in the Table below.

Table 3. Correlative implicit semantics of temporal particles

TEMPORAL PARTICLE IMPLICIT MEANING
ALREADY not earlier but NOW
AT LAST not earlier but NOW
ANY/NO LONGER earlier but not NOW
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ANY/NO MORE earlier but not NOW

STILL earlier and NOW but not later
YET not NOW but later
SO FAR NOW but not later

As we see from the Table, the main semantic component of temporal particles is
correlation of the utterance with a temporal particle with the moment of speaking
NOW, which has become a relative starting point. This in its turn correlates the
semantic content of a temporal particle with the four key coordinates of the
communicative situation — I, YOU, HERE, NOW. Therefore, all temporal pragmatic
markers are supposed to play an important role in discourse. On the one hand, they
reveal the communicant's intention, and on the other, locate the utterance within a

temporal frame.

The invariant semantic meaning of already is "a change with reference to the past".
Consider the following fragment: The lobby was empty at such an early hour, and
Richard was already at his desk with a tall cup of coffee, The Wall Street Journal, and
evidently very little to do (Grisham 2005: 161).

The unit already in the proposition Richard was already at his desk introduces another
proposition Richard was not at his desk earlier, which is not expressed formally but is
understood by the recipient of the message. Therefore, the sentence under analysis
means not only that Richard was at his desk but also that he was not there some time
ago. The explicit and implicit pieces of information are anaphorically linked. If we

drop already, an important piece of information will disappear.

My teaching experience and a set of tests made me arrive at the conclusion that my
students associate already only with the use of the Present Perfect tense. They believe
that already 1s always one of the markers of the Perfect tense, which is not so. Both

already and the Perfect form are indicators of some change. Their simultaneous use
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makes the change more evident and adds emotional colouring to the sentence. But even
if already 1s dropped, the semantic meaning of the sentence will remain the same. At
the same time, some additional meanings may disappear. Compare, for instance, He
has done his homework and He has done his homework already. The second sentence
possesses some pragmatic evaluation of the fact; it expresses the speaker's attitude to
his message. Consequently, in speech already can be used with any tense-form
wherever appropriate. Therefore, the main function of this unit is to show the speaker's
attitude to the change. Consider the following example where the fulfillment of the
action described by the sentence in bold print is indicated by the Present Perfect form
of the verb. The marker already, however, performs a pragmatic function: it shows
the general's instant reaction to the news:

"For fourteen years, I've thought my son dead," the general said, turning to me. "How
do you expect me to feel?"

"Glad," I suggested.

"I've already notified the proper authorities," the general said (Conroy 1995: 204).

However, in interrogative utterances the communicative function of already is
different: it serves as the illocutionary indicator of an indirect speech act. It can be
explained by the fact that, unlike yet, already is devoid of the actual interrogative
function. Therefore, whenever already is used in questions, its function is always
pragmatic. Let us compare two questions: (1) Are you leaving already? and (2) Are
you leaving yet? Only the second utterance is really interrogative; and the answer to
the question can be either "yes" or "no". The first utterance is by no means a question:
it is a directive. Here the speaker does not expect any answer: his intention is to make

the hearer stay.

Quite often in utterances, already serves as the indicator of a pragmatic transposition
of a speech act (Pocheptsov 2009: 444-448). Consider the following example:

"I wondered if you'd like a set of wheels for your suitcase”.

"But I haven't got a suitcase".
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"Why don't I get you a little suitcase with wheels attached. You know, like air hostesses

have".
"I've already got a bag".

"Oh, darling, you can't go around with that tatty green canvas thing. You look like

some sort of Marry Poppins person who's fallen on hard times..."

"Mum. It's eight thirty in the morning. It's summer. It's very hot. I don't want any air-

hostess bag" (Fielding 1996: 8).

In this example, the speaker (Bridget) adds already to her utterance to turn down the
present that her mother intends to give to her. Therefore, the utterance turns into an
indirect speech act. The further context reveals the fact that Bridget's strategy did not
work: Bridget's mother wanted her daughter to accept the present anyway. This leaves
Bridget no choice but to express her intention explicitly — I don't want any air-hostess

bag.

The invariant meaning of still is "retaining the state of things with a future change".
This marker also has a wide range of functions. Let us turn to the following example:
"We can't tell Luigi about this," she whispered.

"Why not?"

She hesitated, then let it go. "He is paying me two hundred euros a week to tutor you,
Marco, and he's complaining about the price. We've argued. He has threatened to find
someone else. Frankly, I need the money. I'm getting one or two jobs a week now; it's
still the slow season. Things will pick up in a month when the tourists come south, but

right now I'm not earning much" (Grisham 2005: 206).

In the utterance It's still the slow season the pragmatic marker under analysis functions
as a certain informative operator because it introduces two implicit propositions: a) The
season was slow before and b) The season will not be slow later. This additional

information is not expressed explicitly but is perfectly understood by the hearer. It
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follows that the utterance I¢'s still the slow season makes the hearer focus not only on
the current situation but also on the past and the future. If we delete still from the
utterance, this important piece of information will disappear. This temporal marker
appears in the utterance only when the speaker does not merely describe the current
state of affairs but refers the hearer to a certain moment in the future, when he expects
a change to occur. If, for some reason, the expected change does not happen, this
marker makes it possible for the speaker to enrich his utterance with an additional

negative evaluative component, for example: Roxter has still not replied. This is not

like Roxter (Fielding 2014: 25).

Due to its semantics, the marker s¢il/ has a rich pragmatic potential and often becomes
an indirect strategy transposition marker. Consider the following example:

"So, come on, then, Bridget! How's yer love-life!" quipped Geoffrey, giving me one of
his special hugs, then going all pink and adjusting his slacks.

"Fine."

"So you still haven't got a chap. Durr! What are we going to do with you!" (Fielding
1996: 300-301).

Here still is a marker of the indirect strategy of negative evaluation: the speaker implies
that Bridget did not have a boyfriend in the past and she is not dating anyone now,

which is shameful for a girl.

In everyday communicative situations, sti// acts as an important pragmatic operator
that changes the illocutionary force of an utterance. When we say There is still time,
the utterance often is an indirect speech act, that of inducement Let us do something
now or it will be too late. Similarly, the question Are you still angry with me? is most
typically an inducement: Let's make it up. To prove the point, let us look at another
example where s#i// is an illocutionary indicator of another indirect speech act, that of
a directive:

"Daddy, hi," Casey told him pushing herself up in bed.
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"What are you doing still in bed?" he pivoted around on his heels and stared at Casey
with disapproval (Fielding 2010: 310).

The interrogative utterance What are you doing still in bed? changes its illocutionary
force and becomes a directive: Get up! and still here adds the additional pragmatic

meaning of the desired change to happen.

The invariant semantic meaning of yet can be described as "a future change". In order
to analyze the scope of action of this marker let us turn to the following example:
Cindy lowered the phone in her hand and stared at Elvis who was waiting for her at
the front door. "No. I haven't been out yet. I was about to take the dog for a walk when
you called” (Fielding 2005: 273).

The utterance I haven't been out yet correlates with the implicit proposition that yet
brings into the discourse: I'll be out later. The implicit information is further confirmed
by the following utterance: I was about to take the dog for a walk when you called.
Therefore, yet performs the function of an informative operator as it adds implicit

information to the discourse by means of correlation.

It is obvious that the use of yef in interrogative sentences is pretty common in English.
Traditionally, questions including yet are described as means of extracting information
from the hearer. The expected answer is either "yes" or "no". However, we beg to
disagree. A request for information is imbedded in the structure of the sentence per se.
The pragmatic marker yet is an indicator of hidden strategies and tactics. Consider the
following example:

7.45 p.m. Humph. Was Tom.

"Have you voted yet?"

"Actually, I was on my way," I said.

"Oh yes. To which voting station?"

"The one round the corner.”
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Hate it when Tom gets like this. Just because he used to be a member of Red Wedge
and go round singing "Sing If You're Glad to be Gay" in a morbid voice, there is no

need for him to behave like the Spanish Inquisition (Fielding 1996: 204).

The illocutionary force of the speech act including yet stems from its invariant semantic
meaning: "a future change". The utterance is no longer a quesitive (Pocheptsov 2009:
443-444) but an indirect directive: I want you to go to a voting station and vote. The
particle becomes an effective tool in realizing the speaker's manipulative strategy. The
latter is, however, well hidden. The addresser (Tom) does his best to save face because
no one likes being manipulated. Even so, the addressee (Bridget) is well aware of the
pressure, which is proved by her comparison of Tom's inducement strategy with the

methods of the Spanish Inquisition.

Let us look at another example where yet is also a pragmatic marker of an indirect
speech act:

"What about Julia?" Cindy interrupted.

"Julia?" Leigh scoffed. "Julia has yet to honor us with her presence"” (Fielding 2005:
33).

Here, the grammatical meaning of a future change is combined with the pragmatic
meaning of the speaker's confidence that things will indeed become different. This
makes the utterance Julia has yet to honor us with her presence not only ironical but
also presents an indirect speech act. By simply adding yet, the speaker transposes the
utterance into an indirect speech act of negative evaluation: Julia's behaviour is not

approved of because she takes the liberty of being late.

The invariant meaning of so far is close to that of yet. These two units are usually
considered as semantically identical due to their ability to indicate a temporal change
with reference to the future. However, unlike so far, the particle yet has some additional

meanings, the ones we discussed in the previous paragraphs. The utterances He is not
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here yet and He is not here so far both introduce the implicit proposition He will (may)
be here in the future. The pragmatic peculiarities of yet and so far, however, are
different, which explains the fact that they function in different pragmatic contexts.
Consider the following example:

Mississippi's reputation as a judicial hellhole, as a dumping ground for thousands of
frivolous lawsuits, as a heaven for reckless trial lawyers, had changed almost
overnight. Thank you, Ron Fisk. Many firms were beginning to see the first signs of
stabilized rates for liability insurance protection. Nothing definite yet, but things
looked promising. Thank you, Ron Fisk (Grisham 2005: 433).

In this fragment, the proposition nothing definite yet correlates with the implicit piece
of information (proposition) there will be something (definite) in the future. Yet is the
marker of this implicit information at the discourse level. In this context, the meaning
of a future change expressed by yet is combined with the pragmatic meaning of the
speaker's certitude in the fact that something is really going to be different (¢hings
looked promising). This pragmatic meaning of the speaker's certitude in the future
temporal change will play an important role in establishing the difference between so

far and yet.

The functional properties of so far appear quite different. In order to understand how
this language unit works, consider the following example:

He walked past four cabins, each with at least three passengers, none of whom looked
suspicious. He went to the restroom, locked the door, and waited until the train began

to slow. Then it stopped. Zug was a two-minute layover, and the train so far had been

ridiculously on time (Grisham 2008: 260).

In this fragment, the proposition expressed by the train so far had been ridiculously on
time correlates with the implicit proposition the train may not be on time in the future.
It follows that the component "a temporal change in the future" is also present in the

semantic structure of so far. However, in this case the speaker is not so certain that the
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temporal change will take place. On the contrary, he hopes that it will never happen
and the train will arrive at the place of destination on time. Still he leaves place for
some doubt, and he shows it by using the commentary adverb ridiculously. Thus, the
semantic meaning of the future change is combined with the pragmatic meaning of the

speaker's uncertainty about this change.

As we have seen, though grammatically similar, discourse markers yet and so far have
obvious pragmatic distinctions that depend on the speaker's estimation of the future
event as either highly possible or problematic. Therefore, these temporal pragmatic

markers have different spheres of pragmatic application.

The pragmatic markers any (no) longer and any (no) more are studied together due to
their semantic similarities at the discourse level. Both markers have an invariant
semantic component "termination of the previous state of events" but their pragmatic
peculiarities are obviously different. The choice of these markers depends on the
speaker's intention. The use of any (no) more shows that the speaker regards the
termination of the previous state as final. On the other hand, any (no) longer suggests
that the previous state of events may be resumed in the future. In other words, the
difference lies in the pragmatic character of the expected change: the speaker treats it
either as final or temporary. Let us consider two examples with no longer and any
more. What really matters in both discourse fragments below is the speaker's attitude
to the temporal change and, accordingly, it determines the choice of the pragmatic
marker:

1. And Jude had heard survey on the radio that by the turn of the millennium a third of
all households will be single, therefore proving that at last we are no longer tragic
freaks (Fielding 1996: 77).

2. "Anyway, there's no such thing as general knowledge any more," I said indignantly

(Fielding 2000: 247).
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The invariant semantic meaning of at last is "a temporal change with reference to the
past". On the one hand, at last possesses the same semantic content as the unit already,
but on the other, the temporal change revealed by at /ast is pragmatically different. The
presence of at last suggests that the speaker treats the temporal change as something
long expected. There seems to be little doubt that at last has a high pragmatic potential.
Besides, this particle is informatively charged, which explains the fact that it is often
used as an indicator of indirect speech acts and a marker of certain tactics and strategies
of communication. Consider the following example:

"Hi, hi," she said, kissing us all, sitting down and gesturing to the waiter for a glass.
"How's it going? Bridge, how's it going with Mark? You must be really pleased to get
a boyfriend at last".

"At last". Grrr. First jellyfish of the evening (Fielding 2000: 44).

In the given fragment the utterance You must be really pleased to get a boyfriend at
last correlates with the implicit proposition You have not had a boyfriend for a long
time. The semantic meaning of at last ("a temporal change with reference to the past'")
is expanded by the additional pragmatic component "a long expected change". The
pragmatic marker becomes an important means of rendering pragmatic information as
it turns the utterance into an indirect speech act of negative evaluation: the speaker
hints that the hearer (Bridget) has not had a boyfriend for a long time because she is

not attractive.

In this regard we should mention that the word finally is often mistakenly used as a
synonym of at last. However, at the discourse level they reveal different functions — at
last correlates explicit and implicit propositions and possesses the semantic meaning
of a long expected temporal change while finally correlates explicit propositions and
indicates the last event in the succession of other events, though sometimes finally can
also bear the pragmatic meaning of an expected change. Anyway, they belong to
different categories in our classification and have different application characteristics

(Volkova 2011: 19). In fact, these markers are false synonyms (Volkova 2011a: 5-9),
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and adequate translation into Ukrainian or Russian is possible only in case we take into

account interactive functions of these units in dialogical discourse (Volkova 2013:

412).

5. Concessive particles as pragmatic markers

The group of concessive particles includes nine pragmatic markers — anyway, actually,
anyhow, at any rate, in any event, in any case, in fact, after all, really. We excluded
from our analysis the concessive markers anyhow, in any event, at any point as they
are functional synonyms of anyway yet they are only occasionally used in dialogical
discourse. The above mentioned pragmatic markers are united into one functional
group because they reveal similar characteristics at the discourse level. Let us consider
the following example: Luigi smiled with excitement. With a little luck, his cameras
were about to record Marco getting nabbed. Maybe they would kill him right there in
the living room, captured on film. Perhaps the plan would work after all (Grisham
2005: 263).

The particle after all introduces the following implicit information: the plan was not
expected to work, it was destined to fail, as there were a lot of obstacles. As we see,
the implicit information appears as the result of correlating two propositions. The facts
implied are opposed to the events that are explicitly stated. The semantic structure of
after all includes another semantic component, that of concession: though the plan was

destined to fail.

This observation is crucial for our research because it served as the basis for
distinguishing other pragmatic markers that possess the same concessive semantics.
The analysis of the above-mentioned pragmatic markers proves that their
characteristics may be different depending on whether they are viewed as components
of a single utterance or parts of higher, discourse-level units. At the utterance level,
concessive pragmatic markers are syntactically independent elements attached either

to the whole utterance or to one of its components. At the discourse level, however,
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they introduce some additional concessive information by correlating explicit and

implicit propositions. The latter function is common for all pragmatic markers of the

group.

The semantic content of anyway can be explained in the following way: "a speech event
has taken place or will take place despite the circumstances". Thus, when we say Thank
you anyway, we want to imply that though we did not get what we wanted, we
appreciate somebody's help. The explicit information revealed by this pragmatic
marker — expressing your gratitude — is opposed to the desired implicit information:

either the help was of no use to you or the person could not help you at all.

The semantic meaning of contrastive concession enriches anyway with numerous
context-dependable pragmatic meanings. Consider the following example:

"Do you ever see her?" he asked with a touch of self-pity. "Across a crowded
commissary, so to speak. Don't worry, I always give your love." "And does she even
remember me?" "Are you kidding? Anyway, take care of yourself. Speak to you next
week." It was oddly when he hung up that Sandy realized that his father had not directly
answered his question (Segal 1995: 105).

Here anyway is used as a pre-closing device. The use of this pragmatic marker shows
the speaker's intention to signal to the hearer that the conversation is over: Sandy's
father does not feel like discussing an unpleasant subject about his wife (Sandy's
mother), and using anyway allows him to back out of the conversation. The indirect
tactic is chosen by the speaker in order to weaken a possible negative perlocutionary

effect on the hearer.

The example to follow illustrates the use of anyway as the pragmatic marker of the
speaker's intention to show that she thinks the event has taken place despite some

objective circumstances:
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I handed her a Silk Cut. "I know exactly what you mean, she said, putting it into her
mouth and nodding at me appreciatively. "How come he always comes round to your
place anyway? I thought he had some great big mansion in Holland Park" (Fielding
2000: 42).

The utterance that contains anyway correlates with the implicit proposition (though) he
is expected to behave differently, because he is a man. The use of this pragmatic marker

shows that the speaker performs an indirect speech act of negative evaluation.

The pragmatic markers actually and in fact are described together because of their
nearly similar functions in the discourse. Consequently, their semantic meanings are
identical. Even so, we choose to use the hedging adjective "nearly" to make it clear that
in fact and actually may differ in their pragmatic specifications. Therefore, we cannot
define them as absolute synonyms. However, in certain contexts, they become rather
close because of the implicit semantics they convey. It can be explained by the fact that
both pragmatic markers possess contrastive-concessive semantics, which becomes
clear at the discourse level. Both wunits convey the idea of partial
contradiction/correction of the communicant's previous statement. Both actually and
in fact are effective tools of introducing that additional information that the speaker

considers relevant and necessary.

Our studies have clearly shown that communicants tend to use in fact when they want
to correct themselves in order to sound more convincing. When used in this function,
in fact becomes an effective pragmatic device for different communicative strategies.
Consider the following example: "So what's left?" I ask. "Not much," she says quickly.
"In fact, nothing" (Grisham 1996: 61).

In this dialogical fragment the meaning of concession inherent in the semantic structure
of in fact can be spelled out in the following way: though I've already answered your

question, I'm afraid [ wasn't convincing enough. Clearly, in fact is used as a component
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of the face-saving strategy. The speaker is well aware of the fact that the Maxim of
Quantity (Grice 1985: 222) is flouted, so he uses the pragmatic marker to prove that

the given additional information is necessary for him.

The most evident interactive function of actually lies in providing the speaker's

disagreement with the hearer's previous statement. In other words, it is aimed at

disproving the information provided before. Consider the following example:

The smug witch smiled at Mark and blatantly looked me up and down in a most impolite
manner. "Have you come from another party?" she breathed.

"Actually, I'm just on my way to work," I said, at which Mark Darcy half smiled and
looked away (Fielding 1996: 170).

The communicative intention of the speaker (Bridget) is to disprove the humiliating
and offensive hint concerning her clothes (a bunny girl outfit). For this reason, Bridget's

reply sounds ironical. The effect of irony is achieved due to the use of actually.

It follows that actually and in fact are characterized by different interactive functions:
actually 1s mostly used when the speaker disagrees with the hearer and wants to correct
the hearer's statement, while the presence of in fact is the speaker's attempt to correct

his own speech product.

The semantic meaning of after all, resulting from correlating explicit and implicit
propositions at the discourse level, can be disclosed in the following way: "an event

happened, will happen or may happen despite objective factors".

It is a well-known fact that sometimes the most important textual information is
revealed implicitly. The conventional implicatures (Grice 1985: 226-227) introduced
by after all play an important role in discourse interpretation and comprehension as
they help the addressee generate inferences. The following example with affer all fully

demonstrates the conventional implicatures at work:
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"He's willing to go in wherever we want him," Norman said. "And ['ve spent time with
him. He is a Communist, but a realist too. Not at all the raving ideologue."

"It's likely he'd wave Das Kapital in your face?" Edward demanded. Everyone
chuckled. "He wants the job, Norman. And from what we can gather, he wants it badly
— 50 he can pass information back to the Russians."

"They are our ally after all," Norman protested, although without much conviction

(Isaacs 1988: 253).

The use of affer all in this example suggests the presence of the implicit proposition
Communists cannot be our ally because of their ideology. This implicit statement
discloses important pragmatic information: the real attitude of the Germans towards

their temporary ally (the Russians) at the first stage of World War I1.

When the pragmatic marker after all is used in the initial position, it fully demonstrates
its rich logical and pragmatic potential at bringing various important meanings to the
discourse. In addition, affer all often acts as a speech manipulating device that signals
the speaker's hidden intention to make the hearer change his point of view. Consider
the following example:

"I still think I should sing a reprise just before the curtain," she replied. "After all, who
are the public flocking to see if not Theodora Hamilton?"

To which Zero Mostel answered, "Zero Mostel" (Segal 1985: 328-329).

The use of after all here reveals the speaker's attempt at reasoning with the hearer,
which turns this marker into a component of the manipulative strategy of convincing.
Besides, it plays an important role in the pragmatic transposition of a question into a
directive. The mere fact that the speaker's (Theodora Hamilton's) attempt failed creates

a humoristic effect.

The semantic meaning of really is "contrary to what the hearer thinks". This meaning

is not always so evident. Yet, a detailed componential analysis will always reveal the
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presence of the invariant meaning of contrastive concession in the semantic structure

of really.

As a pragmatic marker, really is often used in dialogical discourse. In fact, it is often
one of the key words used by speakers to convey their communicative intentions.
Consider the following example with really as a component of the argumentative
strategy:

"Spare me the details," I said. "Just tell me we have an understanding, an
arrangement.”

"Oh, Lynn. We do. And you'll be glad you took another chance on me, you really will."
He smiled through his tears (Heller 2001: 18).

In this dialogical fragment, an unfaithful husband is trying to convince his wife that
contrary to her belief, he will never cheat on her again. The use of really strengthens

the convincing power of the speaker's words.

The use of really often results in pragmatic transposition of speech acts as this
pragmatic marker alone can determine the illocutionary force of the utterance. Consider
the following example where both utterances with really are indirect speech acts of
negative evaluation. The speaker estimates his own act of buying the sculpture as stupid
and not worth the money he paid:

When he walked through the door, he came face-to-face with Imelda, already
permanently ensconced in the foyer and looking more abused than the night before. He
couldn't help but gawk at the sculpture. Did the pile of brass rods really resemble a
young girl? Where was the torso? Where were the limbs? Where was her head? Had

he really paid that much money for such an abstract mess? (Grisham 2008: 115).

In the following example really transposes the question into the indirect speech act of
inducement:

ook really old for my age, don't I: said miserably.
"I look lly old y age, don't [?" 1 said bly
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"No, you look like a five-year-old in your mother's make-up,” he said (Fielding 1996:
148).

Bridget's hidden intention is to induce her friend (Tom) to say that she looks young and
attractive. Tom, on the other hand, is well aware of the fact that he is being manipulated
and refuses to compliment Bridget. In fact, it is a perfect example of speech
manipulation that is studied intensively in modern linguistics (Morozova 2013: 84-91;

Radzievskaya 2013: 92-99; Sorokina 2013).

In addition to serving as the key for the correct interpretation of indirect speech acts,
really can perform different interactive functions and introduce such communicative
strategies as evaluation strategy, correction strategy, argumentative strategy,
manipulation strategy, answer-evading strategy, re-continuation strategy, and gap-
filling strategy (Volkova 2013a: 35-40). The latter is quite frequent in dialogical
discourse. Gap-filling devices help communicants keep conversation going and not to
become a "communicative failure" (Korogoda 2013). Communicative gaps appear
when, for different reasons, the hearer does not know how to react to the speaker's
message. Consider the following example:

"And she's amazingly young-looking — I mean she could pass for twenty-four or twenty-
five. You were at school together, weren't you, Bridget? Was she three or four years
below you?"

"She's six months older, I said," feeling the first twinges of horror.

"Really?" said Rebecca, then left a long embarrassed pause. "Well, Magda's lucky.
She's got really good skin" (Fielding 1996: 147).

Here really 1s a multifunctional conversational device. Firstly, it is a gap-filler: by using
this pragmatic marker Rebecca tries to mask her embarrassment, as she realizes she said
a stupid thing and Bridget is hurt. In fact, her speech move is a communicative failure.
However, the conversation cannot be finished like that. Therefore, secondly, really is also

a component of the re-continuation strategy: it signals that the hearer is still an active
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listener and his speech contribution will follow. Consequently, this pragmatic marker is

a suitable component in various responsive strategies and tactics (Lukianets 2016).

Sometimes the use of really as a gap-filler helps the speaker gain time in order to react
to the message properly as in the example below.

"You sure you don't want me to cancel your clients?" she asked, glancing at the day's
appointment book, which was full.

I shook my head. "But I do want you to cancel my trip to the conference next week."

"Cancel you trip? Really? You never miss one of those conferences, Dr. Wyman"

(Heller 2001: 25).

In this example, the secretary attempts to mask her surprise at hearing unexpected
news. Really is used as a gap-filling responsive tactic that helps the secretary think of
a proper answer. The echo-question Cancel your trip? is used by the speaker with the

same communicative goal.

In dialogical discourse really is often used as a component of the re-continuation
strategy. Consider the following example, where really is used to keep the conversation
going. It is also a component of the re-opening strategy, which means that it expresses
the speaker's reaction to what the previous speaker said and elicits a response:

"My God, Jason," she replied. "don't you realize what the Atlantic Ocean spared you
in your childhood? I grew up in the shadow of the Nazis. I saw them take our neighbors
away. My family even hid a Jewish girl during the whole war."

"Really?"

She nodded. "Eva Goudsmit. We grew up like sisters” (Segal 1985: 395).

6. Pragmatic markers in hedging strategies
Communicative hedging strategies are closely connected with the theory of politeness

(Brown & Levinson 1987) and the theory of "face" (Goffman 1967). According to

Thomas, within politeness theory "face" is best understood as every individual's feeling
408 ISSN 2453-8035 DOI: 10.1515/lart-2017-0010



of self-worth or self-image; this image can be damaged, maintained or enhanced through
interaction with others (Thomas 1995: 169). We try to stick to observing face norms in

order to make our communication felicitous.

According to Yule, whenever you say something that lessens the possible threat to
another's face, it can be described as a face-saving act (2010: 135). A face-saving act
often results in indirect face-saving strategies. Indirect face-saving strategies, in their
turn, make communicants resort to the strategy of hedging. Generally, the notion of
"hedging" is very popular in modern linguistics. The Longman Dictionary of
Contemporary English defines "hedge" as something that gives protection (1987: 488).
As a linguistic notion, it means almost the same: we use hedges when speaking or
writing in order to protect ourselves from being too explicit or too exposed. We make
our speech vague with the purpose of saving face when it is necessary. In natural
communication, hedges become indispensable components of hedging strategies.

Pragmatic markers analyzed above can be effectively used for this purpose.

Of all the pragmatic markers characterized by a noticeable hedging potential, the
marker anyway stands out as the most informative and multifunctional. It should be
mentioned in this respect that a lot depends on the position of this word in the utterance
(Volkova 2012: 86). In the utterance-initial position anyway is a marker of the
following conversational hedging strategies: the strategy of topic changing, the strategy
of closing the topic of conversation, the strategy of implicit evaluation. These strategies
are obviously indirect because the meaning of concession inherent in the semantic
structure of anyway is implicit. Consider the following example:

"Which countries do you think Germany must be near?" he pressed on.

I thought about it carefully. "France”.

"France, I see. So Germany is "near France”, is it?"

Something about the way Tom said this made me feel I'd made a cataclysmic gaff. Then
it occurred to me that Germany is of course connected to Eastern Germany and

therefore it is far more likely to be close to Hungary, Russia or Prague.
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"Prague,” I said. At which Tom burst out laughing.
"Anyway, there's no such thing as general knowledge any more," I said indignantly

(Fielding 2000: 247).

In the discourse fragment given above anyway is used as a component of the pre-
closing hedging tactic. Its scope of meaning can be revealed in the following way:
though you consider all that funny, I'm not going to develop this embarrassing for me
topic. For Bridget, this pre-closing tactic is part of a face-saving strategy. She does not

want to look like an ignorant person who does not know the location of Germany.

The following example illustrates the use of anyway as the main component of the
strategy of changing the topic of conversation:

"I also know you deserve your nickname of being 'Kissinger's shadow.' Isn't it true that
you were as privy as any man alive to every significant decision he ever made?"
"That's a slight exaggeration," George replied, trying to affect humility. And then
joked, "l mean, he didn't take me into his confidence about marrying Nancy. Anyway,

what's the thrust of your book?" (Segal 1985: 502).

The speaker (George) uses anyway in the last utterance of this discourse fragment to
introduce the implicit proposition though it might be interesting to you, I don't want to
discuss my relations with a well-known politician. The speaker resorts to hedging
strategy to weaken a possible negative perlocutionary effect on the hearer. At the same
time, George tries to save his face because of a sudden change in the topic of

conversation.
Due to the meaning of concessive contrast, anyway can become the most important

device for the realization of indirect strategy of evaluation. Let us look at the following

discourse fragment:
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Tony hit the roof. "I'll bet that childless old bitch, which put this into your head. I don't
want any shrinks butting into our lives," she shouted. "We're perfectly capable of

dealing with Heather on our own — I am, anyway" (Segal 1995: 167).

The utterance I am, anyway correlates with the implicit proposition though others may
find Heather difficult to deal with. The use of anyway enables the speaker to perform
an implicit evaluation and turns the utterance into a component of the indirect hedging

strategy.

The discourse fragment to follow is a perfect example of the hedging potential of the
temporal pragmatic marker yet:
"Toni," he responded with pleasure. "It's nice to hear from you. What made you call

me at this ungodly hour?"

"The whole truth? I've been pining here, hoping you'd make a house call. Since it didn't
look like it was going to happen, I phoned your apartment. When I got no answer, I
decided to find out whether you were on a heavy date or buried in research. Is there

someone in your life yet?" (Segal 1985: 47).

The meaning of "a temporal change in the future" inherent in the semantic structure of
yet makes it possible for this pragmatic marker to change the illocutionary force of a
speech act. In the present example, yet correlates the utterance Is there someone in your
life yet? with the implicit proposition There will be someone in your life sooner or later.
This correlation reveals the speaker's well-hidden indirect strategy of inducement
because it transforms the interrogative utterance into the indirect speech act of a
directive: It's about time for you to find a girlfriend. The speaker resorts to the hedging
strategy in order to reduce his responsibility for interfering in somebody's private life,

which gives him an opportunity to save face in the process of speech interaction.
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Actually is another pragmatic marker that is often used as a means of actualization of
the hedging strategy. Consider the following example:
"Guilty as charged,” Warren said. "Who told you that?"

"One of the nurse's aides. Patsy something. Lukas, I think her name is."

"The one with the big — " Tyrone began, then broke off, either because he realized such
comments might be considered inappropriate, or because he felt no further words were

necessary.

"That's the one,” Ricardo said.
"She's pretty hot," Tyrone said.
"If you like that type."

"What's not to like?"

"Actually,”" Warren broke in. "I've hired Patsy to help take care of my wife" (Fielding
2010: 188).

In the dialogical fragment quoted above actually introduces the following implicit
information: though you think I've hired Patsy because of her appearance. The specific
procedural concessive semantics of this pragmatic marker makes it a perfect means of
fulfilling the face-saving hedging strategy of disproving an offensive hint. In addition,
its contrastive-concessive potential helps weaken the negative effect of breaking into

the conversation.

The unique ability of pragmatic markers to serve as hedges in speech communication
makes them an ideal means of manipulating the listener. Speech manipulation is nearly
always performed secretly. The speaker wants to induce the listener to come to certain
conclusions, to change his point of view or to perform specific actions. In other words,
the speaker acts in his own interests and tries to manipulate the listener. Nobody likes
being manipulated, which is why it is not done openly. Speech manipulation strategy

is our secret weapon when we want the person we are talking to to act in our interests
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or to provide the information we need. However, if we want to save face, we cannot do
it too obviously — the listener should not be aware of it. An effective way to do it is by
using small and practically unnoticeable pragmatic markers, especially those

possessing implicit meanings.

Manipulation in general and speech manipulation in particular is a complex
phenomenon connected with numerous extra-lingual factors. Conversational
manipulation, when the speaker tries to manipulate the conversation flow including
turn-taking strategies frequently occurs in natural communication. The role of

pragmatic markers in interactive manipulation strategies calls for a rigorous analysis.

In any case, such pragmatic markers as anyway, actually, and after all are effective
devices suitable for manipulating the hearer. Consider the following example where by
using actually the speaker (Bridget), instead of admitting that there is no sugar at home
because she is not good at housekeeping, tries to manipulate the hearer in order to
change his attitude by providing a contradicting point of view:

He looked at me incredulously, surveying the array of empty wine bottles. "No milk or
sugar?"

"The milk's er, just run out and actually I don't know anybody who takes sugar in tea..."

(Fielding 2000 30).

Summing up the results of the research, we represented possible interactive functions

of pragmatic markers in English dialogical discourse in Table 4.
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Table 4. Interactive functions of pragmatic markers in dialogical discourse

CATEGORY PRAGMATIC MARKERS CONTEXTUAL INTERACTIVE
FUNCTIONS

e [Illocutionary indicators of a
speech act transposition
CONTRASTIVE Ao 3T (no) e Components in the indirect
ready, at last, any (no ; ; :
TEMPORAL Y > any strategle.s and tactics of:
longer, any (no) more, so - hedging
PRAGMATIC e T - evaluation
ar, still, ye ; -savi
MARKERS y face-saving

- inducement
- manipulation

e Illocutionary indicators of a
speech act transposition

e Components in the indirect
strategies and tactics of:
- hedging

CONTRASTIVE - face-saving

- topic changing
CONCESSIVE Actually, after all, anyway, - evaluation

PRAGMATIC in fact, really - manipulation

- gap-filling
MARKERS - topic re-continuation

- argumentation
- inducement

- reasoning

- disproving

7. Discussion and conclusions

It was the philosopher of language Zeno Vendler (1985: 241-242) who stressed upon
the importance of paying attention to the study of small objects. It should be noted that,
to our regret, we could not find the original quote in English, so we have to give the

Russian variant with our further English interpretation:

Myxu — 2mo menee 8adiCHLIU GUO HCUBBIX CYUWECME, YeM CIIOHbl, HO MeM He MeHee
uccieodosanue Myx modicem 6o1vuLe cnocoboCcmeosams Haulemy nOHUMAHUIO NPUPOObl

HCU3HU, YeM U3YUEHUE CIIOHOB.
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Flies are less important type of living beings than elephants, but, however, studying
the life of flies can contribute more to our understanding the nature of life rather than

studying elephants.

Vendler's statement becomes crucial for our research if we compare pragmatic markers
with small flies! Indeed, they are small and almost unnoticeable language units but the
role they play in speech can hardly be overestimated. In fact, such units are perfect
means of introducing important pragmatic information, especially in dialogical
discourse, and we tried to prove it in our investigation. Moreover, they bring the

utterance into the world of "communicative reality" (Vasko 2013: 32).

Our study of pragmatic markers already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, any
(no) more, anyway, actually, in fact, after all, really has shown that they have two sets
of characteristics: as meaningful units of language in a system and as pragmatic
markers in speech. As pragmatic markers, they are important means of rendering

implicit pragmatic information necessary for discourse interpretation.

Having used componential analysis we managed to select a group of language units,
which possess in their semantic structure the implicit semantic component "contrast".
The group includes temporal pragmatic markers already, still, yet, so far, at last, any
(no) longer, any (no) more and concessive pragmatic markers anyway, actually, in fact,
after all, really. The meaning of contrast becomes evident only if we correlate the
utterance that contains a pragmatic marker of the selected group with the implicit
proposition this unit introduces. Depending on the nature of contrastive relations, we
classified pragmatic markers into temporal and concessive: they introduce either
implicit temporal change or implicit concession by means of contrasting the
corresponding utterance with the implicit information at the discourse level.
Accordingly, all the items under analysis were classified into contrastive-temporal and
contrastive-concessive. The unique ability of correlating two pieces of information,

two propositions (explicit and implicit) and thus introducing various pragmatic
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meanings to dialogical discourse made it possible for us to define them as pragmatic
markers. Pragmatic meanings, however, are not inherent in the semantic structure of
the pragmatic markers under analysis. They are peripheral and context-dependable
while the semantic meaning is invariant and always remains the same for a definite

pragmatic marker.

Discourse analysis combined with speech act analysis helped us reveal pragmatic
peculiarities of the pragmatic markers under investigation. It turned out that these items
are perfect means of realizing the speaker's communicative intention. Moreover, they
serve as indicators of the speech acts pragmatic transposition (introduce indirect speech
acts) and effectively participate in introducing indirect communicative strategies and
tactics. Our research has shown that pragmatic markers of the selected group can be
efficient components in the following communicative strategies and tactics: hedging,
face-saving, topic changing, topic re-continuation, evaluation, manipulation, gap-

filling, argumentation, inducement, reasoning, and disproving.

Further research on the topic lies in investigating the role of pragmatic markers of the
selected group as means of defining discourse personality types in a situational
discourse, which is defined by Karasik & Gillespie (2014: 24) as a kind of activity

where we underline not what is said but rather how it is said.
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Résumé in English

The article focuses on the study of pragmatic markers in English dialogical discourse.
The author's aim was to reveal specific conditions of functioning of those language
units that are devoid of referential and nominative power but perform a significant role
in the process of verbal interaction. The author defines pragmatic markers as non-
referential language units that serve as the speaker's means of introducing some implicit
semantic and pragmatic information or indicating the relevance of the information
provided. Using componential analysis, I came up with a list of special English
pragmatic markers that play a significant role in communication process and are united
by the same implicit semantics of contrast. Their implicit semantics is revealed by the
operation of correlating the utterance with the pragmatic marker to the implicit
proposition it introduces in discourse. The following non-nominative language units
turned out to reveal similar implicit contrastive semantics: temporal markers already,
still, yet, so far, at last, any (no) longer, any (no) more and concessive markers anyway,

actually, in fact, after all, really. The next step was to investigate pragmatic
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peculiarities of the selected units. All of them turned out to be bearers of a certain
pragmatic meaning. While the semantic meaning is inherent in the semantic structure
of the marker, the pragmatic meaning appears in the context or communicative
situation. Pragmatic markers of the selected group are used in discourse as means of
realization of the speaker's communicative intention and serve as illocutionary
indicators of indirect speech acts and accordingly, they are engaged in a speech act
pragmatic transposition. Besides, they are important components of indirect
communicative strategies and tactics of face-saving, topic changing, topic re-
continuation, evaluation, hedging, manipulation, gap-filling, argumentation,

inducement, reasoning, and disproving.

Keywords: pragmatic marker, dialogical discourse, function words, correlation,
implicit meaning, communicative intention, illocutionary indicator, pragmatic

transposition, speech act, communicative strategy.

Résumé in German

Der Artikel befasst sich mit dem Studium der pragmatischen Marker in dem englischen
dialogischen Diskurs. Das Hauptziel des Artikels war es, die spezifischen Bedingungen
fiir das Funktionieren von den Spracheinheiten zu identifizieren, die keine Referenz-
und Nominativbedeutungen haben, sondern eine wesentliche Rolle im Prozess der
verbalen Interaktion spielen. Wir definieren pragmatische Marker als nicht-
referentielle Spracheinheiten, die dem Sprecher ermdglichen, im Diskurs implizite
semantische und pragmatische Informationen einzufithren und auch die Relevanz der
bereitgestellten Informationen anzugeben. Mit Hilfe der Komponentenanalyse haben
wir eine Liste von den speziellen englischen pragmatischen Markern erstellt, die eine
wichtige Rolle im Kommunikationsprozess spielen und durch die gleiche implizite
Semantik des Kontrasts vereint sind. Thre implizite Semantik zeigt sich durch die
Korrelation der AuBerung, die den pragmatischen Marker enthilt, zu der impliziten
Proposition, die dieser Marker in den Diskurs einfiihrt. Die folgenden nicht-

nominativen Spracheinheiten stellten sich heraus, &hnliche implizite kontrastive
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Semantik aufzudecken: temporale Marker already, still, yet, so far, at last, any (no)
longer, any (no) more und Konzessive Marker anyway, actually, in fact, after all,
really. Unser ndchster Schritt war es, die pragmatischen Besonderheiten der
ausgewdhlten Finheiten zu untersuchen. Die Studie zeigte, dass all diese Worter
besondere pragmatische Bedeutungen haben. Wihrend die semantische Bedeutung der
semantischen Struktur des Markers innewohnt, erscheint die pragmatische Bedeutung
im Kontext oder in der kommunikativen Situation. Die pragmatischen Marker dieser
Gruppe werden im Diskurs als Mittel zur Verwirklichung der kommunikativen
Intention des Sprechers verwendet und dienen als illokutiondre Indikatoren der
indirekten Sprechakte, und entsprechend engagieren sie sich in einer pragmatischen
Transposition der Sprechakte. AuBlerdem sind sie die wichtigen Bestandteile der
indirekten kommunikativen Strategien und Taktiken von Gesichtswahrung,
Themenwechsel, Fortsetzung des vorigen Themas, Bewertung, Verwendung von
Heckenausdriicken, Manipulation, Fiillung der Lakunen, Argumentation, Anreiz,

Begriindung und Widerlegung.

Stichworter: pragmatischer Marker, dialogischer Diskurs, Funktionsworter,
Korrelation, implizite Bedeutung, kommunikative Intention, illokutionérer Indikator,

Sprechakt, kommunikative Strategie.

Résumé in French

L'article se concentre sur I'é¢tude des marqueurs pragmatiques dans le discours
dialogique anglais. Notre objectif principal était de révéler les conditions spécifiques
de fonctionnement des unités linguistiques qui sont dépourvues de valeurs référentielle
et nominative, mais qui jouent un role important dans le processus d'interaction verbale.
Nous définissons les marqueurs pragmatiques comme des unités linguistiques non-
référentielles qui permettent au locuteur d'introduire l'information sémantique et
pragmatique implicite dans le discours ou bien d'indiquer la pertinence de 1'information
fournie. A l'aide de l'analyse composante, nous avons proposé une liste particuliére de

marqueurs pragmatiques anglais qui jouent un role essentiel dans le processus de
424 ISSN 2453-8035 DOI: 10.1515/lart-2017-0010



communication et qui sont unis par la méme sémantique implicite de contraste. Leur
sémantique implicite est révélée par l'opération de corrélation entre 1'énoncé avec le
marqueur pragmatique et la proposition implicite qui est introduite dans le discours par
ce marqueur. Les unités linguistiques non-nominatives suivantes ont révélé la méme
sémantique implicite contrastive: les marqueurs temporels already, still, yet, so far, at
last, any (no) longer, any (no) more et les marqueurs concessifs anyway, actually, in
fact, after all, really. Ensuite, nous avons examing les particularités pragmatiques des
unités sélectionnées. Il s'est trouvé que tous ces mots possedent des certains sens
pragmatiques. Tandis que le sens sémantique est inhérent a la structure sémantique du
marqueur, le sens pragmatique apparait dans le contexte ou dans la situation
communicative. Les marqueurs pragmatiques du groupe sélectionné sont utilisés dans
le discours comme le moyen de réalisation de l'intention communicative du locuteur et
servent d'indicateurs illocutoires des actes de langage indirects et, en conséquence, ils
sont engagés dans une transposition pragmatique d'un acte de langage. En outre, ces
marqueurs pragmatiques sont des composants importants des stratégies et des tactiques
communicatives indirectes de sauver la face, changer le sujet, revenir au sujet
précédent, évaluer quelque chose, éviter de répondre ou répondre a coté, manipuler,

combler les lacunes de la communication, argumenter, motiver, justifier et réfuter.

Mots-clés: marqueur pragmatique, discours dialogique, mots fonctionnels, corrélation,
sens 1implicite, intention communicative, indicateur illocutoire, transposition

pragmatique, acte de langage, stratégie communicative.

Résumé in Russian

CraTbsi TIOCBSIIEHA WCCIICOBAHUIO TPArMaTHYECKUX MapKEPOB B aHTIIOS3BIYHOM
JTUAJIOTHYECKOM Juckypce. OCHOBHAs IIelb CTaTbU — BBIIBHUTH OCOOBIC YCIIOBHS
(YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS S3BIKOBBIX E€IUHUII, KOTOPBIC JIMIICHBI PePEPECHIMAIBHOTO H
HOMUHATUBHOTO 3HAYCHUH, OJTHAKO UTPAIOT BAXKHYIO POJIb B MPOIECCe BepOaThHOM
MHTEPAKIIUUA. ABTOp OMNpEACIsIeT MparMaTHYeCKue MapKepbl Kak HCHOMHHATHBHBIC

S3BIKOBBIC CIAWHUIIBI, KOTOPLIC IIO3BOJIAIOT TOBOPALICMY BBOJIWTL B JHCKYPC
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UMIUITMIIATHYI0 CEMAHTHYECKYI0O W MparMaTuidecKyro HWHQPOPMAIUIO, a TaKxkKe
YKa3bIBaTh Ha PEJICBAHTHOCTH MPEACTABIICHHOW HHPOpMaru. KoMIToHeHTHBIH aHaH3
MO3BOJIAJ BBIICTUTH OTACIBHYIO TPYIITY aHTJIOS3BIYHBIX MPArMaTUYECKUX MapKepoB,
KOTOPBIC UTPAIOT BAKHYIO POJIb B MPOIecCe KOMMYHHKAIIMA U OOBEIMHEHBI OOIIHM
UMIUTALIATHBIM CEMaHTUYECKHMM 3HAYCHHEM MPOTUBOMOCTaBICHUs. VIMITUIMTHAS
CEMaHTHKa TMParMaTU4ecKuX MapKepoB OOHApyXHUBaeTCs IMyTEM  OMepaiuu
COOTHECCHHSI BBICKA3bIBaHMS, B KOTOPOM COJICPKUTCS MparMaTUdecKuil Mapkep, ¢
AMIUIMIUTHON TIPOIMO3UIIMEN, KOTOPYK) JaHHbIA MapKep BBOAUT B JUCKYPC.
VACHTHYHYI0 UWMIUMIIMTHYI0 CEMaHTHUKYy IPOTHUBOIIOCTABICHHUS OOHAPYXWIH
CJIeyIONME S3bIKOBBIE €IUHUIIBI: TeMIIOpabHbIe MapKephl already, still, yet, so far,
at last, any (no) longer, any (no) more u ycTynuTelbHbIC MapKephl anyway, actually,
in fact, after all, really. ABTOp Takke MPOAHATU3UPOBAJ MPArMaTUIECKUE 3HAUCHUS
BBIJICTICHHBIX eAuHUIl. VcciemoBaHWe TOKa3ano, 4TO BCE OTH ClIoBa 00JamaroT
0COOBIMH ITParMaTHYECKUMH 3HAYCHHUSIMH. B TO BpeMs Kak CEMaHTHYECKOC 3HAUCHHE
3aJI0’)KEHO B CEMAaHTUYECKOU CTPYKType MapKepa, MparMaTHIeCcKoe 3HAYCHUE 3aBUCHT
OT KOHTEKCTa WJIM CHUTyaluu oOieHus. [IparmaTudeckre MapKepbl JaHHOW TPYIIIbI
SBIITIOTCS B JIUCKYPCE CPEACTBAMH pPeallu3allid KOMMYHUKATHBHON WHTCHITUH
TOBOPSILETO U CIY)KAT MUIOKYTUBHBIMH WHIMKATOPAMH KOCBEHHBIX PEUYCBBIX aKTOB.
COOTBETCTBEHHO, OHU UIPAIOT BAKHYIO POJIb B ITParMaTi4eckKoM TPaHCIIOHUPOBAHUU
BbICKa3bIBaHWH. [IparmaTrueckne Mapkepbl JaHHOW TPYMIBI TaKXKE MOTYT SIBJISATHCS
KOMIIOHEHTaMH CTPAaTerMii M TaKTHK COXPaHEHHWsS JIMIIA, CMEHBI TEMbI JHajora,
BO3BpAICHUS K MPEABUIYIICH TeMe Iuajiora, ONEeHKH, MaHWITYJISIAN, 3aIIOJTHCHUS
KOMMYHHKATHUBHBIX  JIAKyH, apryMeHTaIuu, MOOyXIeHUs, OOOCHOBaHUSI W

ONPOBEPIKECHUSL.
KuiroueBble cj10Ba: nparMaTuyecKuii MapKep, AMATOTMUYEeCKUN TUCKYPC, CIIyKEOHbIe

CJIoBa, Koppcnusi, HMIUIMOUTHOC 3HAYCHUC, KOMMYHHKATUBHAsA MWHTCHIIMA,

HHHOKYTHBHBIfI HHAUKATOp, pequoﬁ dKT, KOMMYHUKAaTUBHAA CTPATCTUAA.
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